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G207-131
As indicated in the response to Comment G207-129, the maximum
number of LNG carriers at the FSRU has been reduced to a
maximum of 99 annually. Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.4 contain
information on vessel traffic between the FSRU and Port Hueneme.
The Applicant has updated its projections of vessel traffic between
Port Hueneme and the FSRU. Projected weekly vessel transits
have been reduced. Table 4.3-3 has been updated with these
revised projections. Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains the
revised analysis of potential impacts on maritime traffic. It was
determined that that the increase of vessel traffic was not
significant because there would only be an increase in at most two
roundtrips per day to and from the FSRU. In general, there would
only be one roundtrip per day by a service vessel.

LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.

Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project and
mitigation measures to address such impacts.

The Applicant commissioned Det Norske Veritas to conduct vessel
collision analyses using proprietary data and software. An
independent evaluation of vessel collision risks was conducted for
the lead agencies to support the Independent Risk Assessment,
which is analysis is documented in Appendix F of Appendix C1.
The Applicant's and the agencies' independent analysis were
conducted using different data sets and software. In an effort to
provide more information to the public, Impact MT-3 in Section



4.3.4 contains both sets of results to illustrate the range of the
potential risks.
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G207-132
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.

The Office of Vessel Traffic Management of the USCG would
evaluate the size of the ATBA based on location, port configuration,
and size of the LNG carriers to be serviced. "The needs and
desires of the operator would factor into the final decision, but a
private entity cannot intrude on an established shipping lane
available to all vessel operators (public, commercial, and
recreational vessels)."

G207-133
During docking and undocking, the crew/support vessel would
monitor the safety zone (see Sections 4.3.1.3 and 4.3.4). At least
one tug would patrol the safety zone at all other times. The tug
operators would notify the proper authorities if an incident occurred.

Emissions from all vessels used during operations, including those
described above, are included in the vessel emissions inventory
(see Section 4.6.4).
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G207-134
The document does not equate the size of the proposed FSRU to
that of an existing offshore oil and gas platform, but does, rightly,
distinguish the different shapes of each facility with respect to
aesthetic presentation and perception of viewers.

G207-135
The text on page 4.4-2 of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR
(Section 4.4.1.1) states that Figure 4.4-2 is "a representative
illustration" of the FSRU. The intent of the illustration was to give a
general impression of the facility. Section 4.4.1.1 gives the
dimensions of the FSRU and refers the reader to Figure 2.2-1.
Figure 2.2-1 shows the height of important structures above the
loaded waterline and provides information on relevant dimensions.
As the title states, Figure 4.4-1 is an artist's rendering, which is
shown from an angled and elevated perspective making
measurements inaccurate.
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G207-136
The comparison to an aircraft carrier or oil tankers was intended to
give a frame of reference to types of ships that people are familiar
with and that are similar in size to the FSRU. Typical container
ships, seen frequently in the shipping channels, also present a
profile that is similar to that of the FSRU, with an average length of
960'. Figure 4-6, Appendix F provides a graphic depiction of a
cruise ship superimposed on the FSRU and demonstrates they are
of roughly comparable size. The FSRU is also similar in size to
large cruise ships seen in southern California Coastal Waters.
Table 4.3-1 contains information on the numbers and
representative sizes of vessels that are commonly found in the
proposed Project area.

G207-137
From a viewpoint on the mainland greater than 12 NM from the
FSRU, it will be virtually impossible to distinguish the profile of a
visiting LNG carrier as an object separate from the FSRU, even on
a clear day. Similarly, it would not be possible to discern between
the characteristics of the Port and other passive vessels. Again,
see Table 4.3-1 for the number and size of vessels commonly
transiting the area.

G207-138
Although other vessels are transient, the approximately 5000+
annual vessel transits within the coastal traffic lanes, which are
closer to shore than the FSRU, indicate that vessels are frequently
visible.

G207-139
The document does not equate the size of the proposed FSRU to
that of an existing offshore oil and gas platform, but does, rightly,
distinguish the different shapes of each facility with respect to
aesthetic presentation and perception of viewers.

Section 4.4.1.1 discusses the FSRU's position in relation to the
coastline. The general orientation of the FSRU due to prevailing
wind and water currents would be roughly parallel to the coast. This
is the view used in simulations. Section 4.4.1.2 contains additional
information on offshore views from the coastline.

Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Figure 2.2-1 shows the



height of the structures above the loaded waterline, which is also
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.
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G207-139 Continued

G207-140
As discussed above, the FSRU is comparable in size to many
vessels using the shipping lanes (refer to Table 4.3-1). The facility
is sufficiently far from key observation points, that it will not be
possible to discern between the FSRU and the appearance of other
vessels. See also the response to the previous comment.

G207-141
Most of the lights onboard the FSRU are safety or work lights; all
are shielded lights, to focus light on the work area and minimize the
scattering of light. The brightest light on the FSRU, atop the cold
stack is not a constant light (it flashes about 3 times per minute)
and has a maximum range of about 10 to 12 NM (the FSRU is
about 12 NM from the nearest mainland location). This light emits
roughly 15,000 candela, whereas squid boats have large booms
that hang out over the water with several lights on each boom.

The squid boat lights are also shielded, but this feature is often
negated by the fact that the small fishing boats rock in the swells,
scattering the bright light. Each squid boat employs an array of
lights with a maximum 30,000 watt output (10 to 15 or more light
boats commonly fish together) in waters less than 100 meters
deep, often times less than a mile from shore.

For purposes of comparison, the candela is the luminous intensity,
in a given direction, of a source that emits monochromatic radiation
of frequency 540 1012 hertz and that has a radiant intensity in that
direction of 1/683 watt per steradian. A steradian is a unit of solid
angle. It is used to describe two-dimensional angular spans in
three-dimensional space, analogous to the way in which the radian
describes angles in a plane. Therefore, 15,000 candela has a
radiant intensity of 21.96 watts per steradian. Conversely, 30,000
watts would have a luminous intensity of approximately 20.5 million
candela. Thus, the light from the squid boats would be much more
visible than the less intense light from the more distant FSRU.
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G207-141 Continued

G207-142
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.

G207-143
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
The revised General Conformity analysis concludes that all
applicable Project emissions would be less than de minimis
thresholds in both Ventura and Los Angeles Counties and therefore
not subject to the General Conformity Rule. Sections 4.6.1.3 and
4.6.2 contain revised Project emission estimates and a revised
discussion of the applicability of the General Conformity Rule to the
Project, respectively. Appendix G4 contains the revised General
Conformity analysis. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects
attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.

The March 2006 Revised Draft EIR identified four potential Class I
air quality impacts (AIR-1, AIR-2, AIR-3, and AIR-5). These four
impacts are also identified as Class I impacts in the Final EIS/EIR.

G207-144
The USEPA is responsible for determining the designations of each
region of the United States with respect to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The USEPA is also responsible for determining
the Federal, State, and local air quality laws and regulations that
are applicable to deepwater ports, including Cabrillo Port.

See the response to the preceding comment.

G207-145
While we do not concur with the comment, the Project has been
modified since issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See
Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes. Section 4.6.1.3
contains revised information on Project emissions and proposed
control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects
attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.

G207-146



In March 2006, the USCG and MARAD solicited public input on a
Draft General Conformity Determination, which concluded that NOx
emissions generated from Project construction activities in Los
Angeles County were subject to the General Conformity Rule. All
other Project-related emissions were determined not to be subject
to the General Conformity Rule. Subsequent to the issuance of the
Conformity Determination, BHPB provided a written commitment
that all onshore pipeline construction equipment would, to the
extent possible, utilize engines compliant with USEPA Tier 2, 3, or
4 non-road engine standards with Tier 2 being the minimum
standard for any engine.

Project emissions were then reanalyzed to assess the potential
emission reductions associated with the stated commitment and to
reassess the applicability of the General Conformity Rule. The
revised General Conformity analysis concluded that all applicable
Project emissions would be less than de minimis thresholds in both
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties and, therefore, not subject to
the General Conformity Rule. Based on this conclusion, the USCG
and MARAD will not finalize the Draft General Conformity
Determination.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.
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G207-147
Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the marine climatic
setting for the proposed Project. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised
to provide an expanded discussion of the potential transport of
offshore air pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to
meteorological conditions.
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G207-147 Continued

G207-148
The analyses and impacts in the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR are
based on the precise location of the FSRU. However, Section
4.6.1.2 has been revised with a more detailed description of the
proposed FSRU location to provide additional clarity.

G207-149
Sections 4.6.1.3 and 4.6.2 contain revised information on the air
quality designations for the Channel Islands that are within the
boundaries of Ventura County (Anacapa and San Nicolas Islands).
The determination of the air quality designations of the Channel
Islands, including those in Ventura County, with respect to National
Ambient Air Quality Standards, is under the jurisdiction of the
USEPA.
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G207-149 Continued

G207-150
Section 4.6.1 contains revised information to clarify that the
Channel Islands are designated as unclassifiable/attainment for
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The USEPA has made a preliminary determination that the FSRU
should be permitted in the same manner as sources on the
Channel Islands that are part of Ventura County. Section 4.6.2
contains an updated discussion of relevant regulatory
requirements, including emission offset requirements, and
proposed emission reduction measures.

G207-151
The emissions analyses are derived from and consistent with
historic operation and construction schedules of comparable
projects that incorporate typical deviations from normal conditions.

The emissions associated with the onshore construction are
identified within Section 4.6 and, as indicated within the discussion
of Impact AIR-2, the potential impacts, even with feasible
mitigation, remain potentially significant (Class I).

Also, the Project has been modified since issuance of the March
2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of
Project changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on
Project emissions and proposed control measures.
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G207-151 Continued

G207-152
The USEPA Region 9 issued a draft Proposed Authority to
Construct (i.e., draft air permit-to-construct) for the Cabrillo Port
FSRU. Condition V.A.1 of the draft air permit-to-construct contains
specific emission limits on air pollutant concentrations in exhaust
from the Wartsila Generators (with control equipment) and
Submerged Combustion Vaporizers (SCVs). These limits do not
vary with equipment load. Thus, the effective limits on allowable air
pollutant mass rates (in terms of pounds per hour) would decrease
with lower equipment loads. Condition VI.B of the draft air
permit-to-construct contains specific stack testing and/or
continuous emission monitoring requirements for air pollutant
emissions from the Wartsila Generators (with control equipment)
and SCVs.

G207-153
The emission control technology analysis was submitted to USEPA
Region 9 as part of the Applicant's Minor New Source Review
Construction Permit Application and was used as a reference in
Section 4.6. A copy of the permit application is available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-nat-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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G207-154
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. The Applicant has revised the emission
estimates for the LNG carriers based on emission factors related to
emission data provided by Wartsila, a manufacturer of dual fuel
marine engines. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on
Project emissions. Appendix G2 provides detailed emission
calculations for Project operational equipment and vessels and a
summary of relevant emission factors.

G207-155
Boil-off gas is produced from the volatilization of components of
LNG. Since the LNG is stored at a very low temperature and high
pressure, it is anticipated that the boiling points of higher chain
hydrocarbon components of the LNG (e.g., propane) would not be
exceeded. Thus, the boil-off gas would be comprised primarily of
methane and ethane with corresponding low heating values.
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G207-156
Section 4.6.1.3 contains updated information on the LNG carrier
engine configurations and associated emissions. A combination of
purpose-built vessels (those constructed exclusively for the Project)
and other vessels not dedicated to the Project would deliver LNG to
the FSRU. Contracts with vessel operators would require all LNG
carriers to be powered exclusively by Wartsila 50DF series
dual-fuel electric engines or equivalent dual-fuel electric engines.
The LNG vessels would be equipped with an array of dual-fuel
electric engines of varying sizes to provide power for propulsion as
well as auxiliary systems on the vessel. The vessels would not be
fitted with auxiliary boilers or generators.

G207-157
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers associated with the Project would operate
on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1 percent
diesel pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on emissions from LNG
carriers operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the
California Air Resources Board.

G207-158
AM AIR-5a in Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6 of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR contains information on this topic. However, as
previously stated, the Project has been modified since issuance of
the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a
summary of Project changes. Tugs and crew vessels would have
diesel engines equipped with air pollution control technology that
would result in emissions comparable to emissions from natural
gas-fueled engines.

G207-159
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. The emission summaries in this
section incorporate all emissions expected to occur in California
Coastal Waters, as defined by the California Air Resources Board.
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G207-160
The area of California Coastal Waters in which emissions would be
mitigated was determined in conjunction with the California Air
Resources Board (Simeroth 2005) as discussed in Impact AIR-5 in
Section 4.6 of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR.

However, as previously stated, the Project has been modified since
issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2
for a summary of Project changes. LNG carriers associated with the
Project would operate on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG
cargo) with 1 percent diesel pilot during all operations in California
Coastal Waters. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on
emissions and proposed control measures from LNG carriers
operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the California
Air Resources Board. The emission summaries in this section
incorporate all emissions expected to occur in California Coastal
Waters.
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G207-161
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains additional information on the regulatory
setting affecting air quality and a revised discussion of the heating
value of imported natural gas that incorporates the recent
rulemaking by the CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC
rulemaking is beyond the scope of this document as required by
NEPA and the CEQA.
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G207-162
Section 4.6.4 provides a revised discussion and analysis of the air
quality impacts associated with FSRU start-up emissions. FSRU
start-up emissions are distinguished from normal FSRU operational
emissions because start-up emissions are a one-time occurrence
and distinguished from construction emissions because the
emissions are associated with operational activities.

G207-163
As stated in Section 4.6.4, in addition to regulated air pollutants, the
Project would generate emissions of the greenhouse gases CO2
and methane (natural gas). The CO2 emission coefficient for
natural gas is 117. Coal (approximately 78 percent carbon) and oil
(approximately 85 percent carbon) have higher carbon contents
(more pounds of carbon per MMBtu) than natural gas
(approximately 75 percent carbon), which leads to greater carbon
emissions when combusted (more tons of CO2 per megawatt hour
produced). For comparison, the CO2 emission coefficient for No.2
fuel oil and anthracite coal are 161, and 227 pounds of CO2 per
MMBtu, respectively.

If the proposed Cabrillo Port Project is not approved, SoCalGas
may obtain its gas from elsewhere in North America. In this
scenario, the combustion would occur anyway, i.e., would be in the
baseline scenario. In the absence of the Cabrillo Port Project, it is
also highly unlikely that the natural gas would be left in the ground
in Western Australia; it would likely be extracted, liquefied,
transported, and sold elsewhere. For the proposed Cabrillo Port
Project, the additional life cycle emissions that can be attributed
specifically to the Project would be only the portion of those
emissions that would be generated by transporting the LNG across
the Pacific Ocean to the Cabrillo Port facility. If the LNG were
imported into a different receiving facility in California, the GHG
emissions would be the same as those of the proposed Project.
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G207-164
Thank you for the information. See also the responses to the
comments on pages 9 to 11 of this letter regarding "Natural Gas
Need in California."
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G207-165
The USEPA is responsible for determining the Federal, State, and
local air quality laws and regulations that are applicable to
deepwater ports, including Cabrillo Port. The USEPA has made a
preliminary determination that the emission offsets requirements
outlined in VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port
equipment and operations.

It should be noted that prior to the release of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, the staff of the VCAPCD did not object to the
USEPA's permitting decision. As to the position of the California Air
Resources Board in the same timeframe, see the response to
Comment G207-160.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.2 discusses
the current regulatory position of the VCAPCD, which was detailed
in a letter to the USEPA (Villegas 2006). Section 4.6.4 discusses
applicable mitigation measures.
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G207-166
The first significance criterion in Section 4.6.3 relies on the
significance thresholds established by the VCAPCD and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District, as summarized in Table
4.6-16.

Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the marine climatic
setting for the proposed Project. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised
to provide an expanded discussion of the potential transport of
offshore air pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to
meteorological conditions.

G207-167
Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines do not apply to
equipment or operations required to have Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District permits (e.g., Authority to Construct or
Permit to Operate). Since the USEPA has proposed to issue an
Authority to Construct under VCAPCD Rule 10, these guidelines do
not apply to Cabrillo Port. Section 4.6.2 contains a revised
discussion of the air quality regulatory setting for the proposed
Project.
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G207-168
Section 4.6.4 contains a comparison of Project offshore emissions
that occur in Ventura County waters to significance criteria outlined
in Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. No offshore
emissions would occur in Los Angeles County waters as a result of
the Project. Since the USEPA has proposed to issue an Authority to
Construct under Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD) Rule 10, Ventura County significance criteria are not
applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment or operations. Emissions from
Project vessels (i.e., LNG carriers, tugs, service vessels) operating
in Federal waters are not subject to regulation under the Deepwater
Port Act, and therefore, the significance criteria or emissions offsets
established for Ventura County or Los Angeles County are not
applicable.

G207-169
Impact AIR-4 has been revised to provide specific information
regarding the Applicant's emissions reduction programs and their
review by the USEPA and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB). As part of air permit-to-construct application procedures,
the Applicant has committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions
reductions (in addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an
amount equal to the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant
has executed contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul
tugs) by replacing the propulsion engines of each vessel with
modern low emitting engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired
engines). At the request of the USEPA and the CARB, the
Applicant conducted source testing to assist in determining the
emission reductions expected as a result of the retrofits. Both the
USEPA and the CARB have reviewed the results, but there is not
yet a consensus on the estimated emission reductions from the
mitigation proposal. However, based on the USEPA's and CARB's
estimates, the proposed Emissions Reduction Program (AM
AIR-4a) would provide for NOx emission reductions greater than
the estimated annual NOx emissions from FSRU equipment and
estimated NOx emissions from operation of LNG carrier offloading
equipment. Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB
to the CSLC on this topic.
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G207-169 Continued

G207-170
The significance criteria outlined in Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (VCAPCD) and South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA assessment guidelines are
used to establish the construction emission levels at which
mitigation measures should be considered and/or an EIR/EIS
should be prepared. These assessment guidelines do not stipulate
that construction emissions need to be reduced to these levels or
require emission offsets. Instead, the guidelines restate the CEQA
requirement that all feasible mitigation measures must be applied to
projects determined to have a significant impact as defined in the
EIR/EIS.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised summary of construction
emissions. Section 4.6.4 contains a revised discussion of
applicable mitigation measures.

G207-171
We respectfully disagree that the emissions are underestimated
and believe the emissions calculations are correct. Regardless, the
emission estimates will be incorporated as permit limits in EPA's air
permit, and emissions of NOx will be monitored. However, the
Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures.

G207-172
The context of AM AIR-4a (see definition of AMs in Section 4.1.5) is
discussed under the Impact AIR-4, Emissions of Ozone Precursors
from the FSRU. In brief, the USEPA concluded that emission
offsets would not be required for Project sources (Zimpfer 2005a)
and the FSRU would not trigger PSD because potential emissions
are less than PSD major source thresholds. See also the response
to the comment on the bottom of page 63 of this letter. Within the
above described regulatory context, no mitigation is required.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to



the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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G207-173
Section 4.6.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the
emission reduction projects proposed by the Applicant. This section
also contains information on additional Applicant measures to
reduce emissions and required mitigation measures.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

FSRU emissions are not subject to the significance thresholds
outlined by the VCAPCD and the SCAQMD.

G207-174
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 contains
revised information on Project impacts and mitigation measures.
These revisions address the concurrent emission of ozone
precursors from the FSRU and Project vessels.

G207-175
See response to Comment G207-170. Emissions in Federal waters
are not subject to the significance thresholds outlined by the
VCAPCD and the SCAQMD.



G207-176

G207-177

G207-178

G207-179
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G207-176
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

It should be noted that prior to the release of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, the staff of the VCAPCD did not object to the
USEPA's permitting decision. As to the position of the California Air
Resources Board in the same timeframe, see also the response to
the comment on page 54 of this letter.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-177
See response to Comments G207-172 and G207-160, respectively.

G207-178
The comment misinterprets the intent of the cited analysis. For
information purposes, the text properly segregates emissions with
respect to their generation in Ventura County, State, and Federal
Waters, respectively. The Project has been modified since issuance
of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a
summary of Project changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised
information on Project emissions and proposed control measures.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 contains
revised information on Project impacts and mitigation measures.
These revisions address the concurrent emission of ozone
precursors from the FSRU and Project vessels.

G207-179
The area of California Coastal Waters in which emissions would be
mitigated was determined in conjunction with the California Air
Resources Board (Simeroth 2005) as discussed in Impact AIR-5 in
Section 4.6 of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR.



However, as previously stated, the Project has been modified since
issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2
for a summary of Project changes. LNG carriers associated with the
Project would operate on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG
cargo) with 1 percent diesel pilot during all operations in California
Coastal Waters. Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on emissions
from LNG carriers operating in California Coastal Waters as defined
by the California Air Resources Board.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains additional information on emissions due to
LNG carrier operations in all California Coastal Waters.

Emissions outside of district waters are not subject to the
significance criteria outlined by VCAPCD and SCAQMD.
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G207-179
Continued

G207-180

G207-181
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G207-179 Continued

G207-180
The context of AM AIR-4a (see definition of AMs in Section 4.1.5) is
discussed under the Impact AIR-4, Emissions of Ozone Precursors
from the FSRU. In brief the USEPA concluded that omission offsets
would not be required for Project sources (Zimpfer 2005a) and the
FSRU would not trigger PSD because potential emissions are less
than PSD major source thresholds. See also the response to the
comment at the bottom of page 68 and the top of page 69 of this
letter. Within the above described regulatory context, no mitigation
is required.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at



www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

Measures that the Applicant has incorporated into the Project to
reduce impacts that go beyond regulatory requirements are termed
Applicant measures and are denoted AM (e.g., AM AIR 5-a; see
Section 4.1.5). Section 4.6.4 includes a revised description of AMs
and Agency proposed mitigation measures (MMs) related to Project
emissions.

G207-181
The Revised Draft EIR, with reference to MM AIR-5c, concludes
that under the circumstances at that time, "the status of this impact
from the Project, as presently proposed, cannot be determined at
this time," (Simeroth 2005). The potential impact was accordingly
deemed Class I.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
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to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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G207-183

G207-184

G207-185
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G207-182
See the responses to the comments at the bottom of page 68, the
top of page 69, and bottom of page 63, respectively.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

It should be noted that prior to the release of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, the staff of the Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (VCAPCD) did not object to the USEPA's permitting
decision. As to the position of the California Air Resources Board in
the same timeframe, see the response to the comment on page 54
of this letter.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006



Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-183
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

It should be noted that prior to the release of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, the staff of the Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (VCAPCD) did not object to the USEPA's permitting
decision. As to the position of the California Air Resources Board in
the same timeframe, see the response to the comment on page 54
of this letter.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-184
Construction emissions in Federal Waters are not subject to the
thresholds of significance outlined by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). In order to assess the
significance, Section 4.6.4 provides a comparison of Project
construction emissions with existing offshore emission inventories.

G207-185
The discussion of offshore construction impacts in Section 4.6.4
has been revised, as applicable, to indicate that offshore pipeline
construction would not occur during the gray whale migration
period, which lasts from November through June.
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Continued

G207-186

G207-187

G207-188
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G207-185 Continued

G207-186
Construction emissions in Federal Waters are not subject to the
thresholds of significance outlined by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). In order to assess the
significance, Section 4.6.4 provides a comparison of Project
construction emissions with existing offshore emission inventories.

G207-187
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

It should be noted that prior to the release of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, the staff of the Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (VCAPCD) did not object to the USEPA's permitting
decision. As to the position of the California Air Resources Board in
the same timeframe, see the response to the comment on page 54
of this letter.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-188
Section 4.6.4 provides a revised discussion and analysis of the air
quality impacts associated with FSRU start-up emissions. FSRU
start-up emissions are distinguished from normal FSRU operational
emissions because start-up emissions are a one-time occurrence
and distinguished from construction emissions because the
emissions are associated with operational activities.



G207-189

G207-190

G207-191

G207-192
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G207-189
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains a revised discussion of the heating value of
imported natural gas that incorporates the recent rulemaking by the
CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC rulemaking is
beyond the scope of this document as required by NEPA and the
CEQA.

Last, we disagree with the comment regarding "end use" emissions
for the reasons indicated in Section 4.6.2 of the document.

G207-190
As stated in Section 4.6.4, in addition to regulated air pollutants, the
Project would generate emissions of the greenhouse gases CO2
and methane (natural gas). The CO2 emission coefficient for
natural gas is 117. Coal (approximately 78 percent carbon) and oil
(approximately 85 percent carbon) have higher carbon contents
(more pounds of carbon per MMBtu) than natural gas
(approximately 75 percent carbon), which leads to greater carbon
emissions when combusted (more tons of CO2 per megawatt hour
produced). For comparison, the CO2 emission coefficient for No.2
fuel oil and anthracite coal are 161, and 227 pounds of CO2 per
MMBtu, respectively.

If the proposed Cabrillo Port Project is not approved, SoCalGas
may obtain its gas from elsewhere in North America. In this
scenario, the combustion would occur anyway, i.e., would be in the
baseline scenario. In the absence of the Cabrillo Port Project, it is
also highly unlikely that the natural gas would be left in the ground
in Western Australia; it would likely be extracted, liquefied,
transported, and sold elsewhere. For the proposed Cabrillo Port
Project, the additional life cycle emissions that can be attributed
specifically to the Project would be only the portion of those
emissions that would be generated by transporting the LNG across
the Pacific Ocean to the Cabrillo Port facility. If the LNG were
imported into a different receiving facility in California, the GHG
emissions would be the same as those of the proposed Project.

G207-191
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project



changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-192
Sightings of both blue and humpback whales off the coast of
California are summarized in Section 4.7 and presented in detail in
surveys cited in Carretta et al. (2002 and 2005), which are used as
sources for Section 4.7.

The closest sightings of humpback whales made during these
surveys appear to be off San Nicolas Island and north of the Santa
Cruz Passage, between Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands. Such
sightings lie a considerable distance from the proposed FSRU site.
The closest sighting to the proposed FSRU site for blue whales
appears to have been made off the mainland coast east of
Anacapa and west of Malibu, which is also a considerable distance
from the proposed FSRU site.

The sighting data from numerous surveys indicate that the area
near the FSRU site has not been favored by either species. This
does not suggest that the presence of such species near the FSRU
site is impossible, but rather that such whales are not likely to be
encountered close enough to the FSRU site to be adversely
affected. However, other areas that may include potential LNG
carrier routes, as noted in Section 4.7, may be favored by these
species.
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